Appl. No. 10/069,580 

Amendment dated November 16, 2007 

Reply to Office Action of August 17, 2007 



ASA-1069 



REMARKS 

Pending Claims 

Claims 23-25 and 28 have been amended. Claims 1-22 and 29-38 have been 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. No new claims have been added. 
Accordingly, claims 23-28 are pending in this application. 

Interview Statement of Substance 

Applicants and Applicants' undersigned representative would like to thank the 
Examiner for the courtesy extended during the telephonic interview conducted on 
November 15, 2007. During the interview, the above amendments to the claims 
were discussed and the Examiner indicated that the amendments appeared be 
acceptable for overcoming the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, 
but that review and approval by the Examiner's supervisor would also be required. 

Subject Matter Indicated to be Allowable 

The Office Action indicated that claims 23-28 would be allowable if amended 
to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, discussed 
below. In response, Applicants have amended claims 23-25 and 28 to overcome the 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. In view of these amendments, 
as discussed in detail below, Applicants respectfully submit that the claims are now 
in condition for allowance. Should any minor informalities remain, the Examiner is 
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encouraged to contact Applicants' undersigned representative via telephone to 
address these issues. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 23-28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as 
being unclear for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicants regard as the invention. 

In claim 23 the Office Action asserts that it is unclear whether the "movable 
table" is configured to move vertically. In response, Applicants have amended 
claims 23 and 25 to specify that the table is movable laterally. 

In claim 24, "one or more" sensors were recited for sensing whether the 
uppermost part rack has properly separated from the stacked racks. The Office 
Action asserts that it is unclear how a single sensor can simultaneously detect 
positions of at least two different racks. In response, Applicants have amended this 
claim to remove the "at least one" limitation in favor of "plural sensors". 

In claim 28, the Office Action asserts that it is unclear what structural elements 
of the system would enable determination that a quantity of part racks has reached a 
predetermined minimum. In response, Applicants have amended this claim to 
include that the controller means makes this determination by counting a number of 
pulses transmitted to a motor controlling the supply lifter when lowering the supply 
lifter from a highest position to a lowest position, as discussed at, e.g., page 27, line 
18, through page 28, line 6 of Applicants' specification. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully request that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Registration No. 35,061 



MATTINGLY, STANGER, MALUR & BRUNDIDGE, P C. 

1800 Diagonal Rd., Suite 370 

Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

(703) 684-1120 

Date: November 16, 2007 
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